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I would like to thank Senators 

KERRY, TALENT, and AKAKA for work-
ing together with me to craft the bi-
partisan ‘‘Veterans Corporation Reau-
thorization Act of 2006.’’ We believe 
that this bill will clarify current law 
directing the Veterans Corporation, 
improve the Corporation’s services to 
veterans by stressing the need to cre-
ate VBRCs, and protecting the Amer-
ican taxpayer by ensuring that the 
Corporation meets its self-sustaining 
requirement. 

More specifically, this legislation 
will focus the Corporation’s purpose 
and mission to emphasize establishing 
a national network of information and 
assistance centers for use by veterans 
and the public. 

This bill would strictly guide the 
Corporation’s ability to access public 
funds. Although the legislation would 
reauthorize funding at $2 million for 
fiscal year 2007–fiscal year 2009, the 
funds would be directed through the 
Small Business Administration’s Office 
of Veterans’ Business Development. 
These funds would only be allocated to 
the Corporation if it first matches 
those funds on a dollar-for-dollar basis. 
Any funds not expended would revert 
back to the Treasury. Furthermore, 
there is a provision that restricts the 
amount of revenue the Corporation can 
raise from fee-for-service tools or di-
rect charge, to the veteran receiving 
services. 

Our legislation also reinforces cur-
rent law by requiring that the Veterans 
Corporation must develop a plan to be-
come self-sustaining and would add the 
requirement that the Corporation in-
clude an independent audit in its an-
nual report to Congress, and includes a 
GAO audit to ensure review and com-
pliance. 

Finally, the legislation will postpone 
the transfer of duties from the SBA’s 
Advisory Committee on Veterans Busi-
ness Affairs to the Corporation, and 
improve notification of the Corpora-
tion’s services to veterans and 
transitioning service members. 

f 

VOTING RIGHTS ACT 
REAUTHORIZATION 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, There are 
few things as critical to our Nation, 
and to American citizenship, as voting. 
Like the rights guaranteed by the first 
amendment, the right to vote is funda-
mental because it secures the effective 
exercise of all other rights. As people 
are able to register, vote, and elect 
candidates of their choice, their inter-
ests and rights get attention. The very 
legitimacy of our democratic Govern-
ment is dependent on the access all 
Americans have to the electoral proc-
ess. 

The Voting Rights Act of 1965 trans-
formed the landscape of political inclu-
sion. As amended, the act contains im-
portant provisions for language assist-
ance. Section 203, added as part of the 
second reauthorization of the Voting 
Rights in 1975, broadened this land-

scape by allowing millions more Amer-
ican citizens to participate fully in our 
democracy. Section 203, which requires 
bilingual voting assistance for certain 
language minority groups, was enacted 
to remove obstacles to voting posed by 
illiteracy and lack of bilingual lan-
guage assistance resulting in large 
measure from unequal educational op-
portunities available to minorities. 
These provisions helped overcome dis-
criminatory barriers which limited ac-
cess to the political process for lan-
guage minority groups and resulted in 
low turnout and registration. Along 
with section 4(f)(4), section 203 has led 
to extraordinary gains in representa-
tion and participation made by Asian 
Americans and Hispanic Americans. 

Hispanic-American populations have 
been one of the primary minority lan-
guage groups to benefit from the pro-
tections of the bilingual provisions of 
the Voting Rights Act. For example, 
effective implementation of the bilin-
gual provisions in San Diego County, 
CA, helped increase voter registration 
by more than 20 percent. And voter 
turnout among Hispanic Americans in 
New Mexico rose 26 percent between 
2000 and 2004 after television and radio 
spots were aired in districts with Span-
ish-educated listeners about voter reg-
istration and absentee ballots. Yet 
more needs to be done. Historically, 
Hispanic Americans have low voter 
turnout and less than 1 percent of all 
elected offices in the United States are 
held by Hispanic Americans. 

I was troubled during the immigra-
tion debate that the rhetoric of some 
Members of the Senate appeared to be 
anti-Hispanic in supporting the adop-
tion of an English language amend-
ment. Senator SALAZAR and I wrote to 
the President following up on this pro-
vision. We asked whether the President 
will continue to implement the lan-
guage outreach policies of President 
Clinton’s Executive Order No. 13166. A 
prompt and straightforward affirma-
tive answer would have gone a long 
way. Sadly, we have received no re-
sponse from this White House. I have, 
however, raised the matter when the 
opportunity presented itself with the 
Secretary of Commerce and the Attor-
ney General and both have assured me 
that the Bush administration will con-
tinue to adhere to the outreach efforts 
of the Clinton Executive order. 

I understand why those efforts to 
amend the immigration bill to make 
English the official or national lan-
guage provoked a reaction and seemed 
mean-spirited to so many. It elicited 
the extraordinary May 19 letter from 
the League of United Latin American 
Citizens, the Mexican American Legal 
Defense and Educational Fund, the Na-
tional Association of Latino Elected 
Officials Educational Fund, the Na-
tional Council of La Raza and the Na-
tional Puerto Rican Coalition and from 
a larger coalition of interested parties 
from 96 national and local organiza-
tions. 

Until that vote, in our previous 230 
years we had not found it necessary or 

wise to adopt English as our official or 
national language. I believe it was in 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 
that the State legislature shortly after 
the Revolutionary War authorized offi-
cial publication of Pennsylvania’s laws 
in German as well as English to serve 
the German-speaking population of 
that State. We have been a confident 
Nation unafraid to hear expressions in 
a variety of languages and willing to 
reach out to all within our borders. 
That tradition is reflected in section 
203 of the Voting Rights Act and in 
President Clinton’s Executive Order 
No. 13166. It is an honorable and just 
tradition. 

We demean our history and our wel-
coming tradition when we disparage 
languages other than English and those 
who speak them. I have spoken about 
our including Latin phrases on our offi-
cial seal and the many States that in-
clude mottos and phrases in Latin, 
French and Spanish on their State 
flags. We need not fear other lan-
guages. We would do better to do more 
to encourage and assist those who wish 
to be citizens to learn English, but we 
should recognize English, as Senator 
SALAZAR’s amendment suggested, as 
our common and unifying language. 

I hope that the President will join 
with us to protect language minority 
voters. As a presidential candidate, 
then-Governor Bush told a New Hamp-
shire audience in September 1999, 
‘‘English-only would mean to people 
‘me, not you.’As the Washington 
Times noted recently: 

Mr. Bush speaks some Spanish and occa-
sionally peppers speeches and conversations 
with words and phrases from the language. 
Speaking to a group of adults taking civics 
lessons yesterday at the Catholic Charities- 
operated Juan Diego Center, he lapsed into 
Spanish. Asked whether Mr. Bush planned to 
drop Spanish from his stump speeches, a 
White House spokeswoman said she does not 
expect that to happen. 

The White House, government agen-
cies and a number of Senators include 
Spanish language outreach on their of-
ficial government websites. I am glad 
that they do. Ironically, some who 
pushed most strongly for some variant 
of English-only treatment in the immi-
gration bill have bent our rules to ad-
dress the Senate in Spanish. 

We have been engaged in a conten-
tious debate about immigrants who are 
not yet citizens, which is unfortunate. 
I wish we could join together to pass 
fair and comprehensive immigration 
reform. But the issue related to section 
203 and section 4(f)4 of the Voting 
Rights Act affects American citizens. 
These provisions provide assistance to 
Native Americans and indigenous peo-
ples, who speak languages which pre-
ceded the first English speakers on this 
continent. These are citizens who are 
trying to vote but many of them are 
struggling with the English language 
due to disparities in education and the 
incremental process of learning. It is 
imperative that all citizens be able to 
exercise their rights as citizens, par-
ticularly a right as fundamental as the 
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right to vote. Renewing the language 
provisions of the Voting Rights Act 
that are expiring and continue to be 
needed, will help make that a reality. 

At this time I would like to summa-
rize some of the evidence received by 
the Senate Judiciary Committee dem-
onstrating the continuing need for sec-
tions 203 and 4(f)4. 

We received extensive testimony 
about past and continuing educational 
disparities in jurisdictions covered by 
section 203 and section 4(f)4. According 
to multiple witnesses, many Alaska 
Natives, Native Americans, Asian 
Americans and Hispanic Americans 
suffer from inadequate educational op-
portunities to learn English. Unfortu-
nately, our Judiciary Committee 
record demonstrates that the high illit-
eracy rates experienced by language 
minorities result from the failure of 
State and local officials to afford equal 
educational opportunities. 

Several witnesses testified that these 
educational disparities are the major 
form of discrimination against lan-
guage minorities. John Trasviña, presi-
dent of MALDEF, testified, ‘‘while 
they may speak conversational English 
well, these U.S. citizens may not be 
fully proficient because they were in-
tentionally denied the academic in-
struction necessary to vote effectively 
in English-only elections that employ 
complicated language and termi-
nology.’’ The problem of unequal edu-
cational opportunities existed before 
the Voting Rights Act was passed in 
1965 and continues today. Language mi-
nority children who were educated in 
the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s and given un-
equal education opportunities are the 
adults that today need the assistance 
of sections 203 and 4(f)(4). Children who 
are in schools today where they receive 
unequal education will need the assist-
ance of these provisions to fully par-
ticipate in the political process as 
adults. 

Over the course of nine hearings, we 
heard and received testimony that not 
only are all states with the most lim-
ited English proficient students cov-
ered by section 203, but all the school 
districts with most limited English 
proficient students are also covered by 
section 203. These children will first 
begin to vote over the next 25 years 
while this proposed reauthorization of 
the Voting Rights Act is in effect, and 
they will not have had equal access to 
education and the opportunity to learn 
English. 

In Alaska, which has the single larg-
est indigenous population in the United 
States, an attorney for Native Amer-
ican Rights Fund testified about the 
dramatic educational disparity be-
tween Native people and non-Natives. 
Only 75 percent of all Alaska Natives 
completed high school compared to 90 
percent of non-Natives. And still Alas-
ka persists in holding all-English elec-
tions—in violation of section 203— 
which has impacted Alaska Natives’ 
ability to vote with their turnout lag-
ging behind statewide voter turnout by 
17 percent. 

According to the 2000 Census, the 
educational attainment of Hispanic 
Americans nationally is also lacking. 
Only 52.4 percent of all Hispanic Ameri-
cans have a high school education or 
more, compared to 80.4 percent for all 
persons in the United States. Efforts to 
combat this educational disparity have 
resulted in dozens of lawsuits against 
states for failing to provide equal edu-
cation to native and nonnative English 
speakers. We received testimony that 
successful school funding cases have 
been brought in half of all the section 
203 covered States and are pending in 
many others. In Arizona in 2005, a Fed-
eral court cited the State of Arizona 
for contempt for failing over the course 
of the preceding 13 years to provide op-
portunities for Spanish-language stu-
dents to learn English in the public 
schools. The court has been fining the 
State at least $500,000 a day until the 
problem is corrected and equal oppor-
tunities are provided to the 175,000 
English language learner students esti-
mated to be in Arizona’s schools in 
2006. 

And I personally understand the 
challenges of learning English as your 
second language. As I have said before, 
my wife was born of immigrant parents 
and English became her second lan-
guage. My mother was born of immi-
grant parents, with English as her sec-
ond language. Fortunately, they 
learned it as young people. But for 
adults learning English, it can be much 
harder. 

We received extensive testimony that 
classes for adult students to increase 
their English proficiency are too few 
and oversubscribed. Senator KENNEDY 
told us that in his own section 203 cov-
ered jurisdiction of Boston, the waiting 
period for English as a second lan-
guage, ESL, classes is 17,000 students 
long which translates into a wait of as 
much as 3 years. In New York City, the 
ESL need is estimated to be 1 million, 
but only 41,347 adults were able to en-
roll in 2005 because of limited avail-
ability. It is a sad fact that most adult 
ESL programs no longer keep waiting 
lists because of the extreme demand, 
but use lotteries in which at least 75 
percent are turned away, and the wait-
ing time can be several years. 

Continuing acts of discrimination 
against language minorities, such as 
those contained in the committee 
record, chill minority voting participa-
tion denying these citizens equal ac-
cess to the balloting process. We heard 
countless examples of the continuing 
discrimination that minority language 
citizens face when participating or at-
tempting to participate in the political 
process. These experiences will no 
doubt stick with each voter for some 
time. 

Civil Rights organizations testified 
about numerous instances of discrimi-
nation that were documented while 
monitoring elections in covered juris-
dictions in New York. For example, in 
the 2001 elections at Public School 228, 
a polling site coordinator, trying to 

thwart bilingual interpreters from per-
forming their duties, yelled ‘‘You f--- 
ing Chinese, there’s too many of you!’’ 
In 2002, at Public School 82 and at the 
Botanical Garden, some of the com-
ments made to Asian-American voters 
included poll workers calling South 
Asian voters ‘‘terrorists’’ and mocking 
the physical features of Asian eyes. 
While monitoring the 2003 elections, 
independent observers reported that in 
Public School 126 in Manhattan’s 
Chinatown, poll inspectors ridiculed a 
voter’s surname—Ho; in Public School 
115 in Queens, disparaging remarks 
were directed at South Asian voters, 
with one coordinator continuously re-
ferring to herself as a ‘‘U.S. citizen’’ 
and that she, unlike them, was ‘‘born 
here’’ and that the other workers need-
ed to ‘‘keep an eye’’ on all South Asian 
voters; at Flushing Bland Center in 
Queens, the site coordinator com-
plained that Asian-American voters 
‘‘should learn to speak English.’’ 

During the 2004 election, a Hispanic 
voter in San Antonio, TX, was told by 
an election judge that she was not on a 
voter registration list and could not 
cast a provisional ballot, despite the 
recently enacted Help America Vote 
Act which provides for provisional bal-
lots in such situations. She and her 
family had been voting at the same 
polling station for over 20 years. The 
election judge refused to unlock the 
provisional ballot box until a Mexican 
American Legal Defense and Education 
Fund—MALDEF—attorney arrived and 
negotiated on behalf of the voter. 

And the House of Representatives re-
ceived equally disturbing testimony 
which was incorporated into our own 
RECORD. In 2003, the chairman of the 
Texas House Redistricting Committee 
stated that he did not intend to hold 
redistricting hearings in the Rio 
Grande Valley in South Texas, where 
many U.S. citizens are limited English 
proficient Spanish speakers, because 
only two members of the Redistricting 
Committee spoke Spanish. Chairman 
Crabb stated that the members of the 
committee who did not speak Spanish 
‘‘would have a very difficult time if we 
were out in an area other than Austin 
or other English speaking areas to be 
able to have committee hearings to be 
able to converse with the people that 
did not speak English.’’ Many citizens 
living in areas of Texas with high con-
centrations of limited English pro-
ficient citizens would have been ex-
cluded from participating in local Re-
districting Committee hearings had 
Hispanic advocates not interceded on 
their behalf. In another part of the 
country, due to a lack of sufficient bi-
lingual ballots, Hispanic voters in 
Pima County, AZ, were forced to crowd 
around one translated poster of more 
than a dozen initiatives left in a poorly 
lit area during the 2004 elections. 

Sadly, these examples are not iso-
lated incidents of discrimination. As-
sistant Attorney General Wan Kim tes-
tified that the Department of Justice 
has brought more lawsuits to enforce 
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the language minority provisions of 
the Voting Rights Act in the previous 5 
years than in all previous years com-
bined. These facts and all the other tes-
timony we received in Committee 
clearly demonstrate the ongoing need 
for section 203’s protections and the 
need that we reauthorize these provi-
sions of the Voting Rights Act. 

Of course there are critics. There are 
critics who say that the language as-
sistance provisions in the Voting 
Rights Act should be eliminated en-
tirely because immigrants must learn 
English to pass the citizenship test and 
therefore should be able to vote in 
English. This argument is unsound for 
two reasons. 

First, we received overwhelming tes-
timony that the level of English pro-
ficiency required to pass a citizenship 
test does not approach the level of pro-
ficiency required to register to vote or 
to understand ballot measures. Natu-
ralization requires a third or fourth 
grade knowledge of English. Sample 
test sentences on the Immigration and 
Naturalization Services Web site reveal 
that no sentence is more than 10 words 
long and most are seven or less, con-
taining one or two syllable words. In 
addition, most candidates for citizen-
ship are exempt from the English lan-
guage requirements of the citizenship 
test because they are over the age of 
50. Between 1986 and 2004, 9,055,732 peo-
ple were naturalized of which 4,925,553 
or 54 percent were over the age of 50. 

Voting requires English proficiency 
at levels much higher than the citizen-
ship test. A survey of voter registra-
tion materials reported on the Warren 
Institute on Race, Ethnicity and Diver-
sity, admitted into our RECORD, found 
the English grade level of the mate-
rials just to register to vote was much 
higher than third or fourth grade 
knowledge. In Texas, a ‘‘covered juris-
diction’’ for section 203 purposes, the 
voter registration material required 
nearly a twelfth grade English com-
prehension for completion with an av-
erage of 21 words per sentence. The sit-
uation is similar in Arizona—ninth 
grade level with 15 words per sen-
tence—California, college freshman 
level with 22 words per sentence, and 
New Mexico, twelfth grade level with 19 
words per sentence. This survey only 
covers materials required to register to 
vote. We also heard testimony about 
the complexity of actually casting 
votes on ballot initiatives and direc-
tions to operate voting machines as ex-
amples of other English language bar-
riers to language minority voters. Bal-
lot initiatives are often long and com-
plicated requiring high school level 
education or higher. Deborah Wright, 
Acting Assistant Registrar-Recorder 
and County Clerk for Los Angeles 
County, testified that written trans-
lations are provided in L.A. County be-
cause of the complex nature of the 
issues facing the voters in that state. 

Complex ballots are not limited to 
California. We received evidence of nu-
merous examples. Perhaps the one that 

struck me the most was a 2004 Fargo, 
ND, election ballot, where a single 
question concerning tax increases for 
infrastructure improvement was one 
sentence which contained 150 words 
written at the graduate school level. 

Second, most language minorities 
protected by the Voting Rights Act are 
United States citizens by birth. The 
vast majority of language minorities 
are not immigrants. In fact, 3.4 million 
of the 4.5 million language minority 
students in the public schools are na-
tive-born U.S. citizens. Hispanic Amer-
icans are the single largest minority 
group covered by Sections 203 and 
4(f)(4). According to 2000 Census data, 
84.2 percent of all Hispanic American 
citizens in the United States were born 
here. Nearly half of the 11.9 million 
Asian Americans citizens in the United 
States were born here. Further, 98.6 
percent of all Puerto Rican persons in 
the United States are native born and 
the language of Puerto Rican public 
schools is Spanish with English taught 
as a subject. 

The committee received testimony 
that although there are costs associ-
ated with implementing the minority 
language assistance provisions, they 
are reasonable. Los Angeles, the larg-
est and most diverse local election ju-
risdiction in the United States, pro-
vides assistance to voters in six lan-
guages other than English, and its 
compliance with section 203 require-
ments costs 10 percent or less of its an-
nual election budget. And the Sec-
retary of State for New Mexico testi-
fied before the House Judiciary Com-
mittee characterizing the costs of com-
plying with section 203 as, ‘‘a minimal 
cost to the State of New Mexico.’’ 

One witness testified that she be-
lieved the costs of section 203 to be ex-
tremely burdensome. Linda Chavez, 
president of One Nation Indivisible, 
testified that Los Angeles County 
spent $3.3 million in 2002 to comply 
with section 203, which she thought 
was too much to ask the County to 
bear. However, as Deborah Wright’s 
testimony on behalf of Los Angeles 
County made clear this number is a 
small percentage of the overall elec-
tion budget, and is proportional to the 
12.9 million limited English proficient 
voters in her jurisdiction. Ms. Chavez 
also alleged that ‘‘[f]requently the cost 
of multilingual voter assistance is 
more than half of a jurisdiction’s total 
election costs,’’ citing a 1997 General 
Accounting Office report. However, a 
close look at that GAO report shows 
that only 3 out of the 34 jurisdictions 
surveyed spent over 50 percent of their 
total election budget on multilingual 
voter assistance. Contrary to Ms. 
Chavez’s testimony, the report reveals 
that the costs of providing language as-
sistance made up, on average, a little 
over 10 percent of total expenditures. 
Ensuring full access to American’s 
right to vote certainly is worth this 
reasonable cost. 

For jurisdictions that struggle with 
the costs of implementing sections 203 

or 4(f)(4), the Department of Justice, 
DOJ, provides commendable assistance 
in managing the costs. Acting Assist-
ant Attorney General Bradley 
Schlozman testified that ‘‘the Civil 
Rights Division recognizes, of course, 
that States and municipalities do not 
have unlimited budgets, and we have 
thus designed our enforcement strat-
egy to minimize unnecessary costs for 
local election officials.’’ 

The DOJ urges covered jurisdictions 
to avoid costly and unhelpful expendi-
tures such as publishing Spanish lan-
guage notices in English language 
newspapers that are not read by those 
who rely on the Spanish language. 
Election officials are encouraged to 
identify the most effective and effi-
cient channels of communication that 
are used by private enterprise, service 
providers, tribal governments, and the 
like to get information effectively to 
the language minority community at 
low cost. 

The DOJ also encourages the use of 
fax and e-mail ‘‘information trees,’’ 
whereby bilingual election notices are 
sent at no cost to a wide array of busi-
nesses, unions, social and fraternal or-
ganizations, service providers, church-
es and other organizations with a re-
quest that these entities make an-
nouncements or otherwise disseminate 
the information to their membership’s 
language minority voters. And the DOJ 
has incorporated ‘‘best practices’’ from 
around the country to help jurisdic-
tions recruit sufficient numbers of bi-
lingual poll workers. As a consequence 
of the testimony submitted on costs of 
implementation, we determined that 
costs are both reasonable and manage-
able. 

There has been some discussion 
about allegations that in some jurisdic-
tions no one uses the translated mate-
rials, but we also received hard re-
search showing that limited English 
proficient citizens utilize the written 
and oral assistance offered in jurisdic-
tions, but must be made aware it ex-
ists. According to a November 2000 exit 
survey of language minority voters in 
Los Angeles and Orange Counties in 
California, 54 percent of Asian and Pa-
cific Islander voters and 46 percent of 
Hispanic voters reported that they 
would be more likely to vote if they re-
ceived language assistance. These num-
bers are consistent with other exit sur-
veys done in the same counties in 
March 2000 and November 1998. 

Examples of ‘‘low use’’ of bilingual 
election materials are not evidence 
that bilingual materials are not need-
ed. ‘‘Low use’’ more likely suggests 
that a jurisdiction is not conducting 
sufficient outreach to the communities 
that would most benefit. In a survey of 
810 section 203 covered jurisdictions, 
nearly two-thirds of election officials 
admitted they do not engage in com-
munity outreach to covered language 
groups. How are people supposed to 
know the help is there, if there is no 
community outreach? We can, and we 
must do better. 
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I am nonetheless happy to report, 

that when sufficient outreach to lan-
guage minorities is accomplished, ma-
terials are being used to assist in vot-
ing according to evidence received in 
Committee. In the 1990 general elec-
tion, bilingual assistance was used by 
25 percent of Hispanic voters in the 
State of Texas, and 18 percent of His-
panic voters in the State of California. 
In the 1988 general election, bilingual 
assistance was used by 20 percent of 
Hispanic voters in the State of New 
Mexico, 19 percent of Hispanic voters in 
the State of Texas, and 10 percent of 
Hispanic voters in the State of Cali-
fornia. 

Being from a small state, I know the 
importance and the power of commu-
nity involvement, but perhaps the best 
evidence we heard that shows the 
power of community outreach was the 
experience of Chinese-American voters 
in King County, WA, which includes 
the city of Seattle. One witness who 
urged an opt-out provision in section 
203 for low use cited King County’s ex-
perience in 2000, the first year it be-
came a covered jurisdiction for voters 
who speak Chinese. That year, accord-
ing to the witness, only 24 Chinese bal-
lots were used, demonstrating that bal-
lots were not needed. But that is not 
the full story. The real story is that 
after that election, officials in King 
County worked with Chinese-American 
community organizations and in-
creased the publicity about the avail-
ability of bilingual election materials. 
In 2005, the number of requested Chi-
nese ballots increased by more than 
5,800 percent. It shows the power of 
community outreach cannot be over-
stated. 

Much has been made by some wit-
nesses in committee, and even in the 
press, that any provision of bilingual 
election materials contribute to the 
balkanization of American society. Re-
search offered in committee shows this 
allegation to be faulty. On the con-
trary, making bilingual election mate-
rials available has encouraged more 
language minorities to participate in 
all political aspects of American soci-
ety. After the section 203 coverage was 
expanded to include a numeric trigger 
during the last reauthorization, the 
number of Asian Americans registered 
to vote increased dramatically. Be-
tween 1996 and 2004, Asian Americans 
had the highest increase of new voter 
registration—58.7 percent. And we re-
ceived testimony that in districts 
where the Department of Justice has 
conducted enforcement ensuring bilin-
gual election materials, participation 
not only in voting but in running for 
political office has increased. After an 
enforcement proceeding in Harris 
County, TX, the Vietnamese-American 
voter turnout doubled, and the first Vi-
etnamese-American candidate in his-
tory, Hubert Vo, was elected to the 
Texas Legislature—defeating the in-
cumbent chair of the Appropriations 
Committee by 16 votes out of over 
40,000 cast. 

These voting rights provisions 
work—they tell new citizens and citi-
zens by birth who may not always feel 
they are afforded all of the opportuni-
ties they deserve that they are wel-
come to join our political process. 
They help new citizens and first time 
voters to overcome cultural differences 
which further contribute to disenfran-
chisement for limited English pro-
ficient citizens who are often unfa-
miliar with the American voting proc-
ess and do not know about registration, 
referenda and voting machines. The 
charge of ‘‘balkanization,’’ as one wit-
ness put it is ‘‘a loaded term of myth-
ical proportions that has absolutely no 
basis in fact, and is used as a divisive 
measure.’’ Based on the evidence we re-
ceived, it is clear that the provisions of 
Sections 203 and 4(f)(4) have led to in-
creased participation and representa-
tion. These provisions, that caused sig-
nificant problems in the House of Rep-
resentatives, have enabled language 
minorities to overcome what are tanta-
mount to literacy tests at the polling 
place so that they can access their fun-
damental right to vote. Section 203 and 
section 4(f)4 of the Voting Rights Act 
must be reauthorized. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

TRIBUTE TO JONATHON SOLOMON 
∑ Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, 
today in Fort Yukon, people from all 
over the State of Alaska and the coun-
try will come together to celebrate the 
life of a remarkable leader of the 
Gwich’in Nation, Jonathon Solomon, 
who passed away last week at the age 
of 74. 

As traditional chief of Fort Yukon, 
and chairman of the Gwich’in Steering 
Committee, Jonathon was a tireless ad-
vocate for the Gwich’in people. Born in 
Fort Yukon, he was raised to live a tra-
ditional subsistence lifestyle, and his 
upbringing directly influenced his pas-
sion and work throughout his life. Al-
though Jonathon fought for many 
issues on behalf of the Gwich’in, his 
life’s passion was the protection of the 
porcupine caribou herd and their birth-
ing grounds on the coastal plain of the 
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. 
Jonathon’s efforts to protect the Arc-
tic Refuge began in 1978, as the Alaska 
National Interest Lands Conservation 
Act was first being negotiated and he 
continued this work determinedly 
throughout his entire life. Among his 
many accomplishments, he led the 7- 
year effort to negotiate the U.S.-Can-
ada agreement to protect the porcupine 
caribou herd and its habitat, signed 
July 1987, and was one of the chief or-
ganizers of the first Gwich’in gathering 
in 1988, which led to the creation of the 
Gwich’in Steering Committee. It was 
at this meeting in 1988, that the 
Gwich’in first came together as a na-
tion to pass a resolution calling for 
permanent protection of the caribou 
calving and nursery grounds as con-
gressionally designated wilderness. 

Jonathon’s work took him all over 
the country, including to Washington, 
DC, where on numerous occasions he 
spoke to Members of Congress and 
their staffs about the importance of 
protecting the Arctic Refuge. Through-
out his life, Jonathon was an inspira-
tion to all who knew him. He rep-
resented the Gwich’in people with dig-
nity, devotion and respect. While we 
mourn his loss, I know that his energy 
will live on in all of us who carry on 
the fight to protect the Arctic Refuge 
and other places throughout the coun-
try that are special to all of us.∑ 
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MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 9:32 a,m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed 
the following enrolled bills: 

S. 3504. An act to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to prohibit the solicitation or 
acceptance of tissue from fetuses gestated 
for research purposes, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.R. 42. An act to ensure that the right of 
an individual to display the flag of the 
United States on residential property not be 
abridged. 

H.R. 810. An act to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for human em-
bryonic stem cell research. 

The enrolled bills were subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. STEVENS). 

At 2:58 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 860. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of the reversionary interest of the 
United States in certain lands to the Clint 
Independent School District, El Paso Coun-
ty, Texas. 

H.R. 4962. An act to designate the facility 
of the United States Postal Service located 
at 100 Pitcher Street in Utica, New York, as 
the ‘‘Captain George A. Wood Post Office 
Building’’. 

The message also announced that the 
House has agreed to the following con-
current resolutions, in which it re-
quests the concurrence of the Senate: 

H. Con. Res. 435. Concurrent resolution 
congratulating Israel’s Magen David Adom 
Society for achieving full membership in the 
International Red Cross and Red Crescent 
Federation, and for other purposes. 

H. Con. Res. 438. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that con-
tinuation of the welfare reforms provided for 
in the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 should 
remain a priority. 

The message further announced that 
the House has agreed to the following 
concurrent resolution, without amend-
ment: 

S. Con. Res. 108. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of a revised edition of 
a pocket version of the United States Con-
stitution, and other publications. 
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